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REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 
The Office has required restriction in the present application as follows: 
Group I - Claims 1-27 and 44-61 drawn to a method of making a fluorocarbon 
membrane; 

Group II - Claims 28-43 drawn to a fluorocarbon membrane; and 

Group III - Claims 62-71 drawn to a filter cartridge. 
Applicants elect with traverse Group II, Claims 28-43 drawn to a fluorocarbon membrane. 

The Examiner alleges that invention Groups I and II are related as to process and 
product made and that the product can be made by a materially different process such as 
acrylic treatment done by radiation other than UV or by free radical or the membrane can be 
made by extrusion instead of casting. In addition inventions HI and 11 are related as 
combination subcombination and in this instance the combination of Group III does not 
require the particulars of the subcombination because the cartridge of Group III only requires 
a hydrophilic porous fluorocarbon membrane whereas the subcombination membrane is to a 
fluorocarbon membrane with acrylic coating. In addition the subcombination has separate 
utility for making spiral wound membranes. Thirdly, the Examiner alleges that inventions I 
and III are unrelated because Group I is a process of making a membrane and Group III is a 
filter cartridge. 

Applicants respectfully traverse the Restriction Requirement that there are no 
adequate reasons and/or examples given by the Examiner to support a conclusion of 
patentable distinction between the identified groups nor has the Examiner shown that a 
biu-den exists in searching all of the claims. Furthermore, The Examiner has not shown that 
the product can be made by a different process and that the alleged acrylic treatment can be 
done other than by UV or free radical. 
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In addition no examples have been given showing that the membrane can be made by 
extrusion rather than AppHcant's process of casting. With regard to the allegations of 
combination-subcombination, Applicant traverses in that the Examiner has not shown that the 
claimed membrane can be used in a different spatial orientation such as making spiral wound 
membranes. With regard to Applicant's contention that inventions I and III are unrelated, the 
Examiner has not shown that these two groups are not capable of being used together and 
have different modes of operation, different functions or different effects. In fact Applicant 
specifically discloses in the specification that the process for making this membrane is 
specifically capable of use in the claimed filter cartridge. 

Accordingly and for the reasons presented above Applicants submit that the Office 
has failed to meet the burden necessary in order to sustain their Restriction Requirement. 
Withdrawal of the Restriction Requirement is respectfully requested. 

Applicants request that upon allowance of a claim to the elected invention to a 
fluorocarbon membrane that the Examiner rejoin these product claims with the method 
claims of the Group I invention in accordance under the provisions of M.P.E.P. § 821.04. 

Applicants submit the above-identified application is now in condition for 
examination on the merits and early notice of such action is eamestly solicited. 



Respectfully submitted. 
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